Dear Paul, ^ 3/21/73 

I couldLead bhctiQeI got your letter of the 17 th and the time 

could read it, I fel„ good, glaa to hear from you after all this time, particularly 

, aUS ® dldn ^. ha ^ e time t0 tel1 much about your visit. After I got home and started 
o read, I gre w first less happy and then in some respects quite unhap D y. I will address" 
these things bluntly. I have neither the time nor the disposition for Sey SpIcLST 
and l have too much oike and respect for you to sugar-coat. cipiomac* , 

One of one things Jin forgot to take up with you is our working out some kind of 
understanding about ending the interminable almost cannibalizing. My view on this is 

ralSSd qUSSti ?? With you before ^ ^u have been silent, and 
x uninK iron what you now report we can t avoid it any longer. 

hot fSfS iSX 1 113(1 neVer SXPeCted t0 addrSSS W±th 3 physicist is bba learning of 

„,. 1 m11 f’ t#em P t t0 understand that you are an individual, human with the desires and 

recently- ^ considerabl y morQ than average competence, and as I have only 

recently written, in your way more suitable to some of the work than any other. 

. 1x1 y° ur letter and in the carbon of that of the 5th to D ob you to a degree overlan 
t^T^TsZTlT^^: fUtmty ° f ^ t0 inconsequential 

Sd HowLd. r1 ^ Write 311(1 Say he has Changed Ms 1 wil1 carbon Jim 

x??f^! the best approach is for me to take your letter of the 17th from the top. 

he ^ ter ! 3t w d details of Jilll,s de ath. As I told you, before it happened 5 

e phoned me at abou. 3 or 4 a.m. his time and talked to me for an hour. I then thourh 4 - 

H “» f»» >» «a= or war alro in soon S 

state. _Phat he was, o. course, but 1 attributed it then to an excess of drink alone. hT 
_as quite emotional about himself, about you and about me. We were the only two, he said 

I „Sfh ve b l\ 3 J le t0 ^ thSt hS had> With “y 311(1 with work. He wished 

hiTSi^r > W °, - fhat ° f dt d±d 1 want ^-Sht away? Please would I let 

02lly ‘' hat 1 W ? Uld be slad t0 ask ^pacific things of him. (The 

cSSd 1 L 38 n °l f tt6nd t0 *^ 1 toeW 116 WaS ^ SOne kind of funk because he had 
^ lad 311(1 said ne woull stay in touch, asked me to, asked me to send him tilings 

h h ‘kf, n ° b £ espond when 1 However, despite the foregoing, I think you will ’ 
remember that the first thing I suggested to you is that you obtSn his files* not I. 
y view is unchanged, regardless of my interpretation of what he told me. I think it is 

?£ iTllTIT fofthf Zt *' not lf ^ not only for senttotal — - 1 think 

b R 5 n™ e f/^ t0 Odio. I had forgotten about the alleged assassination attempt figure 
tS Tf S e i. a P f^ ts homo. Patrick also told me that he had gotten sanctuary 
9 “ '~ QS inference. Or can be believed* Aside fron my general vi^w about 

minor writing at this juncture, I agree with your point about it tei^g too c^LcaS. 

! het ! ier or n °t tt is at 811 complicated depends on the approach, and I think it 
c^n be entirely uncomplicated, ihe more it is uncomplicated, the less relevant it becomes 
here may be some point and some acceptability in such a piece, but not as a commerative one. 

you*" LhoLo T 2 S b °°^ ^ ° f her lack the fidelt y 1 d cve long expected of 

J 0U f h if Waa) 33 dormant for the Dodd (firearms) subcommittee, 
ylvia raised this possibility a long time ago. (ice., p„ 194)." You then refer to new 

sSSbutin^tM 3 ° n Sylvia . is careful t0 begin her passge with disassociation, 
a2Ss Sf ~ a°tioa .0 others. She concludes, "The kind of hypothesis that 

tSn 1 vm ■ 1 considerations is scarceless less plausible that the "official interpreta- 

hernil T 1 ! somathln f ^ than endorsement of the theory. Dhe may have changed 

of wSfi Lou n ° 1 T neW evidence if ^y conf idantiali ty is involved. u n the basis 

of what 1 know and of my own experiences, including with the federal agencies, I find the 

fo-Lr S:LraPla r bl : 33 dt Was unnecessar y and. if done for a federal agency by an in- 
1 orman t, incapable of sonous use without blowing the informant's cover. For what*? The 
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n 
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totally unnecessary blowing of an informant? Can you conceive of Dodd nrn * 

to work for him and of trusting Idi? Or the converse? I all 1 i? 5 H ° ° Ut 

explored, particularly those in which I have no interest or havf LSo Sme^BuHh 
xs a vast difference between exploring for fact and writing pSSiStS for 
ricxent fact and in the fae* of reason and logic that is not 

are noflOO'1 ft con ^aoiction to agency policies and practises, (if the agencies 

fraS T ™ T sometimes do atypical or nutty things, it is not com. on!) 

I hor f stl 7 and responsibly w . dr ho has p ?Z£i SL •* 
If -ith the exception of you and Hal he has associated with any no of^W^i * 

- — ^ ° 

r“i SAT* 

ns’sr^’nsrss i s ~ •£“ 

mist 

k r *- »“* - ““ *>« «i»t a^s “LTSTiVve 

M ,t«Li ss a s&s £\sr.sst s -“v* to “ 1 

J yesuGiday I raised the question with him again, as x hag before he left But 
unless we can come to respect each other and each other's tkStiorS righS I'm ^ 

Si^bn? t r° rC * 1 ““ QOt allesins that one of us enjoys exclusive proSy 

rights tu. 1 am invoking traditional concepts of honor, especiall^ in scholarly LAitL- 

?2s b :»S z SKt 1%T* ITSTT 1 sthi0 1 “ a s-s ••4 s ^ 

isS - 2 

, Us jfe" r.l.h SSt 1- " f L “ t ‘ 1 t er - 1 J»» d" 1 "™ of at least to* of sine, 

begins wit mv T jnT .v _ ^ I*’ ^ 1 aSKed Howard to take a different approach for me. This 
first appeared ^ou’k^o 311 oi you Hi3sed or did nothing about when the contract 

i’red frem ^Ss^ing if !4thef ° f f 1 ^ » 0rk 1 did on ii: - 1 can't stop 

“.- d — sra ss 

in what ± Gaii say further. However, I dor t reallv thini- f ^ i , -t^d 

were ;if m -? A -A-p oi 9 _ , 0 r^ca.±y monk t is was disclosed because they 

*»« seshs. i2c)f a- ^ !?T 

ot „ «**.. bat yoa did. is tbs* not s„2^ ZX'JZZVTZ “ 


legitimate use of that time and effort by *'red and have suggested it to him?There is 
so much to be pursued! ibid there is so a variety of reasons for NOT filing suits at 
this juncture. I have many I have not filed, as ^im and Howard both know well. I'he most 
apparent reason to even a political infant is the present Supreme 0 O urt and going to it 
cold or under less than the best possible cii’eumstanceso We were all horrified that it 
would take the Nichols insanity, for that would then have been a much worse precedent 
that it i3. 

I am simply outraged that on your own, knowing the enormous amount of effort I have 
put into it, that you have not discouraged i'red on the Memo of Transfer. Is there nothing 
that hut can do except duplicate? ^an nothing else occur to you? Do you think it is within 
reasonably possibility that he knows enough to really go after it? Do you think it is 
even close to possible that all others collectively have worked themselves into the position 
I have on this, can produce in support of getting it what I have and have done? You know 
it was driven to me, then intercepted. But may I ask of Fred, his judgement, devotion and 
real# motive, when he didn't start going after this when I did, the first day after it&s 
existence was publicly known? (MY own efforts trace the the fall of 1966, when Ii learned 
about it and I have the private memo covering it by one who went into it with the then 
appropriate assistant secretary of the Treasury. ) Wien people like Fred go after tilings 
like this the best it can be considered by serious people is gimmickty. We simply will 
not survive it, personally or collectively. In this case I think you were derelict. You 
knew enough to at least raise questions with -^red. I repeat, can we do no tiling but dupli- 
cate? N 0 new fields to plow? Is it possible that I alone have thought of all the good things 
and started trying for them? I do not so deceive myself and you know better. 

(Thanks to Howard, by the way, there is close to instant and complete retrieval of 
information on what I've gone for. Nq jias made an index of these tilings and I have 
them in a separate fx card file that ho alone works on. "^t looks to mo like there are 
about 500 cards in it. ^ou have the correspondence both ways. If you want to permir or 
be part of the fucking up of that much work, I can t stop you but I think you should do 
much thinking about this entire situation and the one element in it that is insconfliot 
between us in it.) 

I wa. given the same horseshitiji but the fact is they can hold what you call a non- 
medical part of a medical file. First of all, you did not know the form this was in until 
you saw it so you didngt know even this wrong desorption. There are other and quite legal 
reasons for withholding that. I'm not taking time for them now nor am I without some 
assurances of a decent relationship on such matters going to later. I’m surprised that 
you are as easily conned. I think J im will agree that a sentence or a couple oi sentences 
in a page or series of pages is not something any litigant could expect to get separated 
from those pages and given to him if there were no relationship. In this case a relation- 
ship can be alleged. Moreover, I am not by any meants satisfied with the explanation 
and your unquestioning acceptance of it is no credit to your critical faculties. In this 
case it seems you also can t do simple arithmetic. Sgain, as you can see, I am taking 
much time but I'm not wasting any on what is not central to my purposes, ^-hio is gimmickry 
and the quest for cheap sensation and personal publicity. -4 is not better and is not 
serious scholarship or investigation. It also lacks the most elemental responsibility. 

You also realize this is central to a large book I havecompieted and won t drop it. You 
have read two— thirds of that book. lou know where and how it was raised, etc. I will be 
following this further, as in fact I have veen been invited to. But without the kind of 
assurances I seek it will be a secret so far as I am concerned. 

I have the pmp opinion of the same language used to me, judicial decisions. When the 
hell, if there had been such a decision, did they ever pay attention to them unless they 
had some ulterior purpose? Here we should be thinking of what their purposes might be, 
not accepting their childish explanation* 

You talk about a re-request for the ilemo. I have it under appeal. The situation is 
something less than the "favorable" you describe on the basis of what is visible. 1/hat 
troubles me is what is invisible, and. that nobody seems to be looking for it. l ‘hy do you 
not think back over the various significant releases and see if there is a single one that 
was not so calculated? Or a lesser evil? 






I am glad to be updated on Hal and the .-apparent success of his sideline. Give him 
ay best when you speak to him. Sorry 1 never got comics, so I can supply bin. 

I'll address your DJ letter separately, here. By and large it is very good, However, 
there are serious flaws of approach and fact unless I recall it se incorrectly. There 
were both avoidable. This is very unlike you because your letters have been exceptionally 
well done. If wc can all slip up and I surely have, you have been more patient and careful. 

I raise this because I am asking you to ask if there has been a change in your thinking, 
perhaps an unrecognized one in your attitude, during the long period on your thesis. 

x suspect they wilx now tell you they are appealing my decisionin the soectro. That 
they will do as close to interminably as they can contrive. It remains out best prospect 
and I for one am not providing them with one they'll like butter to Hugh to precedent 
decision, (in connection with your good argument, you should read the upreme Spurt's 
ItjLnk decision with care. Jt is also relevant to your 4th paragrpah.) 

It is a tactical error to concede without specific and unequivocal knowledge that 
they can have legitimate reason for any withholding of what you seek and is not necessary 
to the argument or to the approach. You aro inviting the invocation of other exemptions. 

If it can be argued that everything the FBI had was considered by the Commission, you 
have selected the one thing of which 1 know that it refused to consider miu allege that 
they considered it. The file you seek is one of the most legitimate pursuits possible. 

It is tho kind of thing I had in mind earlier in asking questions about the pursuit of 
the valuable. This is, indeed, a very important file. I'd like to see you get it. Be 

careful not to box yourself in under thoir now regulations. *ou have laid a basis for it 

and this is a suit you can t win £nd that they can rush through if you file. It may well 

be possible to get this file, bu t . not by court. First of all, you don' t know what is in 

it. My hunch, not knowledge, is that it is a unique case in which they 11 flash a page 
or two to a Sirica and it is forever dosed. for maybe 65 years anyway. 

If you have forgotten about the incredible refusal of this file, 1 go into it in 

0 in II. 0. and you have the index. 

I am all In accord with the: pursuit of the 14.0. file, too. However, before you do 
anything else, please read their new regulations and begin by not being deceived into 
thinking they are a liberalization. Under these the prevision for promptness if a benefit 
in the rare case, not this or ours generally right now, ‘’im can provide a copy. Please 
also remember that even Mitchell would over-rule the man who is now the last work, Klein- 
dienst. And never forget they arc looking for a case they like better than the spectro, 
one they have a chance of winning, and that they can rush it through and close just 
about everything to us. This also means sitting an those you may not consider irresponsible 
but you know by now I do. Vie can be inn a real disaster with any innocent ignorance, and 
all kinds of ignorance is as plentiful as oranges out there. Under the new regulations they 
can have you where you have to abandon or go to court in 20 days. Shudder and think long 
and h rd, friend! 

I was not aware that you had changed your attitude (you unquestioned right) and 
were in tocuh with a ob Smith at the CTIA. -“ob has learned some and too slowly and knows 
and understands less than he thinks he does. I do not regard all his attitudes as sound, 
but I do very much welcome his slight changes. All of which I know arc in the right direction, 
My attitude is not personal but it is based on his record, parts of which on this subject 

1 know as you do not. Eels not always in contact with reality and has often been the oppos- 
ite of scientific in his apprach, searches and thinking. This is his character. 

To make a general comment on your letter to him, I say two things: you have not learned 
from the bitter lessons of the oast, including one to which you make inaccurate reference, 
you are treading on dangerous ground, and you aro uncritically accepting people whose 
records you know enough to have serious doubts about. 

You talk about turning over to some big-name reporter some of what you describe as 
some of your better leads. I'd like some reason to believe this is more than a hope or 
dream. u ero I think, as I also think I have counselled before, that you consult Jim White 
for the dismal probabilities regardless of whether or not you can get one of this descrip- 
tion interested (which would still leave vide open the question of what ho would do, not 
what you. would like him to do). 


I an shocked that after your own serious objections to what the CTIA did with the 
Davison story you would not propose making it worse. Do you want to eliminate any pos- 
sibility or our carrying this further? You may recall that we worked on this jointly 
and that Bud did what even for some of the things he has done was an incredible dis- 
reputable and no less stupid thing, besides, this is the kind of thing that used 
separatelt is cheap sensationalism. Shat I would have thought you would be the last to 
go for, “ts used would also close all other leads in any way related. Do you think that 
I could not have sold a story on this, or that I do not Separately need what revenue 
it could knve yielded? 

I can t complain about your wanting to use any story about the HFK-fwG association. 

You helped'-'me on that. However, you also know it is a chapter in a completed book I have 
and you should know that it also requires a context. Also, what the hell good would a 
one-shot, ou -of -context use do? Is it that you want to sec you name in print? What 
other good would this do? This is a more widely applicable com; sent I’ll not repeat. 

Please understand I think it relates to most of your suggestions and most you have not 
made. The world has changed but you have not changed with it. To include the apochraphal 
backfired anti-Castro plot with more than I know is to out-Gs,rrison Garrison. I have 
first-person sources on such things and have not considered selling a story on them, 
great as is my need. I’ve interviewed one who was there. And others with first-hand 
knowledge. But that is not enough and is far from responsiblefor us. 

I am loss than overjoyed with what, you know of what he has done that you preserve 
a relationship with Ned Crosby, Y ou ear. t be naieve enough not to realize that he has 
been the major instrumentality in the biggest single reverse we have had. *ou have to 
know of his unconscionable personal behavior. If he did not provide you with copies, 
he did keep Howard. supplied, and I strongly encourage you to get Howard’s quite independent 
opinions. (You don t know Howard if you do not know he is independent.) This is quite 
separate from ^e-d’s associations. Great liberlas like Katzenbaeh, Marshall, all the 
dedicated like the Braden dedication of tho liberals in the NSA/GIA scandal. Ned is on 
the board of a CIA. foundation, Use Wise and Ross on African-American and Katzenbaeh, 

If you persist in a relationship of trust with ed, I have to say what I hate to think 
of saying, I will not be able to trust you. This in jot a personal things but it 
very much addresses your judgement, ^ed has a record that transcends whatever his emptional 
problems is, and an overweening personal ambition. If you are again going to persist in 
ignoring all the substantial reasons of which I do not have to remind you, what I will 
then have to do is question your judgement. We have had too much of this, I have suffered 
too much from it, -and I can t have any more. x i: is not just a simplificiation friend-of- 
my enemy bit, although I think that with what ed did that is more than enough. Ica n’t 
tell you how to think, and in the past my efforts were never successful, it I recall no 
occasion on which I was wrong. I’m too, old, too tired and too broke to inkajpg 
indulge any more of tils. If you haven t learned from the Cyril sactology alone, you won’t 
learn. There again I encourage your consulting Howard, who found in my files what I hadnot 
troubled to look for and had forgotten. Again, his independence. Bo did. not take my word 
but looked on his own, without my knowledge, as he’ll tell youk , I am sure. 

National media stories shit l There can always be the exception, but aside from the 
generality that we’ll be accused of commercializing and tainting, when di . they ever 
give our side? Hal will tell you that UPI asked me to do such a piece in 1067, that he 
took me right to their HP office to go over the few kinor corrections they wanted to make, 
that they used tils story and liked it, and I know of no exception when this was their 
only H unday deature on it, no paper used it. x t was their intent to bo fair arid decent 
over the M„ Smith obscenity. You are kidding yourselfo It is not impossible but it is 
improbable and fraught with danger where it is not. The only sound approach is having some- 
thing ready for response if you anticipate something, a the round number juotifies.lt 
is the 10th anniversary. It is not that I have an all-inclusive opposition, as you should 
recall, because I asked you to join me in one if the deal is Kept. 

You should examine Ned’s suggestion wit care, x t is an exact duplication of ffcat 
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Selin was motivated to and do make the i in.s, v/ith syndication and other attention, 
even after they load made their own arrangements for a full two-page piece. Can’t you. 
loam? And when lied knows ail of this— we discussed it at some length if he did not realise 
it on hjas own — are you without any question about either him or .fiat he can be up to? 
Must we always do our best to make a bad situation worse? Or, the other side, can you 
tiling of any real good that can come from a onupshot, even the improbable good one, 
worth risking the recent past again, Belin/ Sylvia , Guril/ ed et ai? 

I an opposed to any one-shot or even slightly out-of-contest use of any new evidence. 
This is not the proper use of such. Hov/ev r, if you want togo after" Warren and in so doing, 
in the public mind heap hoover's blame on him, the easiest way is to take a small part 
of his PBS broadcast, he has seen no new evidence and address the phrase that is mine, 
what is wrong with the oM, adding what would be new, how impossible lie has made it -for 
any evidence, new or old to reach liim, h@ has. il e lias all letters intercepted. 

You get into real childishness into that jazz about soliciting contributions from 
all the critics and editing out the weaker one. I spare you a selection of the more 
than obvious, but at some point you should be addressing something a bit advanced over 
Garrisonian responsibility, what the hell you are up to, really, other tlia getting a 
name or two in print. What is the worthwhile objective that justifies running any hind 
of risk? Then, what are its prospects, what ar its potentials in c cunterpro duciivi ty? 

Many thinks like this you do not address. I see only a lollipop and a sweet tooth, 

Without some compelling reason to the country, I think our beet approach is a digni- 
fied silence and serious, original work. I don t think there is any "serious critic" 
who has to preparf a response, or any "responsible" one who would risk enticing another 
bad trip. We can t stop them, no way. But we can help them, This is all i see in your 
letter to Smith, Which comes at a time whenhe for the first time has some doubts about 
the approach, publicity per se. I realize my own emotions get wound up in this, but you 
worry me. I see changes in you that 2 ! d have expected least or all and last of all in you 
and your approach and what I can’t really call your thinking. 

What is there in the FOX suits to talk about assuming you can ignore the very clear 
record of all the papers in not only ignoring them but in killing stories when there 
was legitimate and reported news? Does the number 10 change that? v/ith our papers? 

It would be welcome, and it may not be impossible but there is no basis for expecting it. 

This has taken me until 2 p.m. , beginning, without even reading the morning paper, 
as soon as I got home from something I had to do first thing. I would enocurage you to 
regard my taking all this time at this juncture in my affairs as not less than a 3erious 
expression of very serious concern. I do not anticipate taking all this time again, nor 
do I think I’ll make the emotional investment, I don't think you can appreciate the drain 
on them in finding this kind of radical change in you and your attitudes, your going in 
for the cheap and the tinselly, your associations on a basis of apparent trust with those 
you have every reason to at least have questions about. You would make a wrong interpre- 
tation to think that I am after you in any way. You have worried me, very much, about 
possible changes in yourself and obvious changes in your attitudes and methods, if not 
in desires or ambitions, ^ou are the last in whom x’ci ever expected to see such t hing s. 

Aside from others, there remains a question between us I think you should address. 
This question of competition has to be put down, hong ago I suggested that when there is 
no other basis for amicable agreement in disputes, the determining factor should be which 
has Priority in tine. You have not responded, ever or in any way, '•‘•ilia also 1 find unlike 
you, at least as I have thought I understood you. In the one that comes u to my mind, there 
are other reasons, and these also I discussed in some detail with him, o told me he 
forgot to raise the question when I asked him your response, iliero are mnay other reasons, 
but I've neither the time nor the disposition to argue them. I am in the infinitely better 
position, have an immeasurably better record, to take to court and in an unusual position 
in which nobody else is if it goes to the jqxrem© ^ourt. I am disturbed at your apparent 
reluctance to corns to scrips with this, at your avoidance. Wo can't continue to protend 
there are no such questions or that none will como in the future. There lias to be some 
reasonable and fair basis for resolving disputes or disagreements or people just can’t 


work today. Such a situation also lays a basis for a lack of trust in each other. 

There are very few with whom I want to have any contact. I have learned, from the past, 
has been a painful past and a painful 1 ear nin g. 

There. is also the problem you father may at one tine or another have put to you, 
the traditional unwillingness of the younger to credit as valid for then the experiences 
of those of much more experience. I was no exception, and I think few are. As the years 
accumulate, we loook back not only on our unwillingness, but we have the best kin d of 
learning, from having lifted the hot iron, it is not easy to communicate this to the 
younger, i-t is least easy when the younger are of exceptional intelligence and self- 
confidence and the unwillingness to accept seems to be greatest in the period aimmediately 
after the advent of maturity, when teen-agers become young men and women. 

We can look over a fair span of years together, Paul. In those years we have had 
a number of disagreements. The strongest kind of disagreement never shook my faith or 
trust in you. ^ou may see the lessons of those years other than as I do, but there 
stands out in my mind a long series of unpleasantnesses in which events showed me to 
have been right, my apprehensions to have been warranted, and one, in some ways the 
slightest cost, was the enormous wastes of time® 

I do not think you want specification and I am not seeking debating points. I know 
how stubborn you can be, and I do not say that detemlnation in and of itself is a bad 
thing. I actually believe the opposite if it has a valid basis. I certainly can be stub- 
born enough. (Elmer Gertz, who has fought with me often enough, just enscxibed a book to 
me as "one who never lets go'.') Bu t it is reason, not character, that must previal. If I 
am the oldest among us and more than twice the age of most, I think that with one possible 
exception I am also the most flexible. My attitudes change. % positions cliange as 1 learn. 

60 I still learn. I was rather comforted last time Howard was here and he showed me a 
file of correspondence in which I reflected sharps changes, in each time correct for the 
peiod, state of knowledge and probabilities that soon enough were realities. T£i s may 
seem like boasting. I do not think it is. My bones get stiff er, but I don’t - ftnnV my mind 
has begun to. I am not without error in my record of my judgement, but I do invite you 
to assess your own record in terms of the disagreements I have expressed, if with the vigor 
friendsnip and principle demand, and ask yourself whose was the better judgement* 

There have been many experiences in my life (as there always are between different 
people) I hope you never have to approximate. They have taught me much. I wish you were 
more willing than I think you will be to be the vicarious beneficiary. 

Tour clipping list: I would prefer, since there are relatively few things now that 
I really eant or that appear in the papers you get and I don t, if you'd exercise your 
own judgement at a time when it is least inconvenient for you. I can t with certainty 
say from the headlines which of those in the two sheets you have jus? sent for January 
and * eburary I'd like to have. The only ones in which I think I can have interest you’ll 
be better able to judge from the content you know and I don’t: T-P l/l2 on PordjChron 
1/36, Glint Hill story; 1/31, death car retired.Chron 2/6, profitability of prison for 
S.H.Hunt(I do have a Hunt interest along the line of the entire arrest); 2/12, anything 
on "Executive Action", which I understand is Trumbo's project and I'm worried about his 
helpers (also 2/l8); 2/ 21 -Did Colson really interview %ta (not Hunt?); 2/28, Stoughton 
out. About N.O. , while I still have interests, I don t want to burden you and you know 
my interests, P 

Sorry about the haste and the typose. 

Sincerely, 


StSi t ay wo ^ ered a *> ut Paranoid signs in Paul, when you saw him, the bit with 
Case i be “? the ° ne 1 remember. I discouraged you, spying I could think of 
S^Sid 10nS * a fl° n the 1 address, I can t say your observation is 

_ “J, 1 d ° s ®° what 1 ve , address a fair amount tending to validate. It is Quito 

a shock. He s uhe last ox wheom I d have expected these things. 1 



